To Stand Alone 


The article by Elizabeth Drummey in the February 27th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN 
was quite a pleasant surprise to me. I appreciate it very much. As you know, I have been ignored 
while the writers and movie makers have made fortunes on the Mississippi Burning case. Just 
this month I was flown to New York to appear on the CBS This Morning show. While they still 
say the segment will air, I think I may have been bumped for my unacceptable beliefs! I have 
written a book about my experiences, which I call To Stand Alone. It will be released by my 
own company, Nandel Publishing Company. I give the details of how The John Birch Society 
and Mr. Robert Welch were the only ones who would help me to expose the KKK. It might be a 
helpful tool this year while the 25th anniversary of the triple murders is in the news. 

DELMAR DENNIS 
Sevierville, Tennessee 


The Case for Christian Idealism 

It seems to me the abortion issue is tempting many of my patriotic Christian brothers and 
sisters to overlook some very important Constitutional principles. It is inconsistent to me that we 
would condemn federal intervention in States' sovereignty, in general, but then ask for Federal 
intervention to stop the abortion holocaust in America. 

Our Founding Fathers were very concerned with separation of powers when they gave 
the Federal Government limited and defined powers. They did not give the national government, 
within any branch, the power to tell the states how to deal with abortion, or with any other form 
of murder. The Ninth and Tenth Amendments give emphasis to the fact that abortion is strictly a 
state issue. 

In every case, within the jurisdiction of a state, a trial for abortion would be between that 
state and a citizen or citizens of that state. Article III of the Constitution lists the types of cases 
over which the federal judiciary may have original or appellate jurisdiction. A case between a 
state and a citizen of the same state is not included in the list. Therefore, the Supreme Court has 
no Constitutional authority to rule on cases concerning abortion; nope, none, not even with the 
infamous 14th Amendment. Every state officer who has taken an oath to support and defend the 
Constitution of the United States is oath-bound to defend the Constitution against this kind of 
usurpation of power by the federal judiciary. 

When the Roe v. Wade decision was handed down, every governor in our country 
violated his oath of office by not declaring the Supreme Court an enemy of the Constitution. The 
governors should have claimed their Constitutional power to enforce their states’ abortion laws, 
regardless of any unconstitutional edicts emanating from our federal judicial tyranny. 

All the state legislators who failed to nors, when they surrendered to the federal judiciary, 
should also have been declared unfit to continue in office. Our ignorance of the Constitution, as a 
people, has cost us many rights and freedoms. It is a dire mistake to ask the demons in 
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Washington to save our unborn with a "Right to Life" amendment. Such an amendment would 
strengthen the federal tyranny and take us that much closer to the day when our Federal 
Government is total and none of us has any rights. 

Let us instead petition our state governments to defend their Constitutional sovereignty in 
this and other issues. Before 1970, most of the states had fairly reasonable laws for the control of 
abortion. They still have the Constitutional right, and the duty, to declare those laws valid and to 
enforce them. Once we have put the federal monster back in its Constitutional cage, we can go to 
those states where abortion is permitted and preach repentance. 

The real tragedy, as I see it, is not the fact that women are permitted to murder their 
offspring -- as terrible as that is. The real tragedy is that so many Americans desire to kill their 
offspring; so many young mothers have been brainwashed into thinking their unborn child is not 
yet a person, deserving of their love and care; so many people are not ashamed to admit publicly 
that they have had an abortion, or that they have counseled another or assisted another to kill an 
innocent human being; so many in our media, our schools, and even some of our pulpits are 
preaching against the Christian ideals that made it possible for America to become great. 
America is transforming into a heathen nation. Over 10 percent of our innocent children have 
been sacrificed before the god Mammon. America has a terrible price to pay for what has already 
been done. Let us work to stop it before an enraged God destroys us completely. 

Our mission, as patriotic Christians, is to regain the lost ground in the battle for men's 
minds and souls, not to push for more federal power. America will be saved by the power of our 
Christian ideals and by the Spirit of God, not by the power of new laws or by violent acts by 
those who profess Christ. Education is the best strategy, and truth is the best weapon. 

KENNETH R. LARSEN 
5116 Germania Place 
Murray, Utah 84123 


(Address included at writer's request.) 
Kudos for Kidwell and Lee 

While browsing through the periodical section of my college library, imagine my surprise 
to stumble across the March 27, 1989 issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, which is devoted to the 
topic of nuclear energy. I immediately read the four articles about nuclear energy, and was 
gratified to learn that you advocate what I have been trying to teach my chemistry students for 
about a dozen years: that nuclear power is safer than any other form of energy (even solar), but 
especially much safer than coal and oil. This comparison of risks versus risks is never made by 
the anti-nuke crowd, but it must be done in any objective evaluation of nuclear versus other 
forms of power. 

In fact, Kirk Kidwell's article, "The Politics of Nuclear Power," was so factual that I 
made copies of it and passed them out to the class. It illustrates the point that the politics of 
nuclear power are much more complicated than the science of nuclear power. The science is easy 
to teach to the average student, but the politics confound the issue, and the average student finds 
it difficult to accept the fact that the media has played such an egregious role in the overall 
debate. 

The second major article, "Why Nuclear Power?" by Robert W. Lee, not only describes 
the logistics and mechanism of a nuclear power plant as well as any textbook, but it also reveals 
irrefutable arguments as to the safety of nuclear power, in spite of the continuing scaremongering 
of the media over the T.M.I. "disaster" and the Chernobyl accident in the U.S.S.R. Furthermore, 
even though I thought I knew everything about nuclear power, I learned some new things about 
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it from the article, namely: that salad oil is 490 times as radioactive as the water discharge from a 
nuclear power plant; that an optimum amount of radiation is actually beneficial for human health 
(hormesis effect); and that the cancer death rates of the Rocky Flats and the Manhattan Project 
workers are both significantly lower than that of the general population, in spite of their 
supposed exposures to plutonium and other radionuclides. 

There is no doubt in my mind that nuclear power, as it is engineered in the United States, 
is absolutely the safest, cheapest, and most efficient of all forms of energy, provided the 
government regulators and pseudo-environmentalists would get off the backs of the scientists 
and engineers and allow them to do their jobs. Thank you for your fine articles and your courage 
in revealing the truth about nuclear power! 

N.J. FARRIER, PH.D., M.P.H. 
Professor of Chemistry 
Sinclair Community College 
Dayton, Ohio 


Hirohito Not to Blame 

What a shock to see an article in the February 27th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN that 
incites hatred toward the Japanese! How could this insulting, degrading article by Jim Edwards 
ever be approved? 

Readers of THE NEW AMERICAN surely understand that President Roosevelt set 
conditions to force the Japanese to attack us and get the United States into WWII, just as 
President Wilson plotted to put us into WWI. The efforts Japan made to surrender were ignored 
so the bomb could be used against a living city and the horrible results would convince 
well-meaning people that they were "better red than dead," and that we must have "peace at any 
price." 

The Rockefellers and Rothschilds have had financial control of Japan for a long time. 

The hatred toward the Japanese for buying up the United States is more propaganda being 
whipped up by the One-Worlders, who actually are the ones behind the Japanese buyers. 
JEAN BOZARTH 
Los Angeles, California 


FRONT PAGE Will Bigger 


Banks' Be Better Banks? 


The banking industry is perhaps the most turbulent industry in America today. One 
indication of turmoil is the wave of mergers and acquisitions that has occurred in recent years 
within the industry. Many of these mergers involve large, "super-regional," out-of-state banks 
taking over many of our old reliable community banks. Indeed, all across the nation banks are 
acquiring and are being acquired. Others, especially in New England, are converting from mutual 
to stock companies. There are at least six principal forces affecting the banking industry today: 
general economic volatility, regulatory retrenchment, the rise of interstate banking, increased 
competition from non-banks, the blurring of the functions of financial institutions, and rapid 
technological changes. 

During the early 1980s, the banking industry, along with the rest of the nation, suffered 
through the trauma of a major recession. During these bleak years, the Federal Government's 
policies of inflationism and deficit spending took their toll. By 1980, the easy money and credit 
policies inaugurated in the days of the "New Frontier" and the "Great Society" had dislocated the 
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economy and sent it into the most serious downturn since the Great Depression of the 1930s. 
During this period, thousands lost their jobs and market interest rates were pushed up to 21 
percent. Meanwhile, because of archaic banking regulations dating back to the New Deal era, 
most American banks and thrifts were unable to react to these new market conditions. These 
archaic banking laws allowed the industry to pay only 54 to 54 percent on savings deposits. 
Seeking higher returns, and shelter from the ravages of double-digit inflation, many consumers 
pulled their money out of their local banks and thrifts and invested in such higher-yield financial 
instruments as money market funds, bonds, precious metals, and high-dividend securities. 
Because they were not allowed to compete, many banks and thrifts suffered a near-fatal loss of 
deposits. 

The problem was compounded by the fact that many banks, and savings and loans in 
particular, were locked into long-term, low-interest home mortgages. Even worse, banks in the 
mid-west and south had made loans to the agricultural sector and to oil producers. When an 
agricultural depression and falling energy prices hit during the 1980s, the banks suffered. To this 
day, many have not recovered. 

The huge money-center banks (also called super-regionals) had problems of their own. 
Responding to pressure from the Federal Government during the 1970s, these institutions lent 
hundreds of billions of dollars to Third World countries. Rather than being used to develop 
private-sector industries, this money was squandered on assorted socialist boondoggles and 
political largesse. It is highly unlikely that these loans will ever be repaid, and the Third World 
debt crisis still looms over the industry. 

Sennholz Predicts Collapse 

"The American financial structure is teetering on the edge of disaster," observed Austrian 
economist Hans F. Sennholz in the November 1988 issue of The Freeman. "A time bomb is 
ticking away under both domestic banking and international finance." According to Sennholz: 

Since 1982, the U.S. has experienced one of the longest booms in recent history. And yet, 

the U.S. government had to rescue the deposits of millions of savers from 620 

commercial bank failures and forced mergers. Some 100 Savings and Loan 

Associations failed and were liquidated; another 505 are officially insolvent. 

Federal agencies had to make good some $200 billion of depositors' savings lost 

in failures involving 7 per cent of some $3 trillion deposits in U.S. savings 

institutions. If this is peacetime prosperity, what is to become of the financial 

institutions during the 1990s when the great boom is likely to give way to a 

recession? 

Sennholz predicts the imminent demise of our unwieldy financial system: 

The American financial edifice was built by legislation and is maintained by regulation. It 

is as rigid and inert as politics, and as complex as the tangled web of bank 

regulation. Designed by the New Deal politicians of the 1930s and embellished by 

their successors in the '40s and '50s, it is clearly incapable of coping with the 

market forces of the 1980s and '90s. It is destined to give way to a new order. 

Monetary Control Act 

The link to politics and government regulation is the chief source of the American 
banking industry's recent problems. Many of the reforms in the banking laws in recent years 
represent a desperate attempt by the Establishment, the Congress, and the banking industry to 
restructure and cover up the politically-caused dislocations that have accumulated over the years. 
For example, Congress and pragmatic regulators in Washington, seeing clouds on the economic 
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horizon, worked to pass the Monetary Control Act of 1980. In effect a deregulation act, despite 

its name, this law eliminated interest rate ceilings, permitted all depositor institutions to provide 
checking accounts and to pay interest on them, and permitted savings and loans to expand their 

financial services. 

Prior to the approval of the 1980 law, most savings institutions were limited almost 
exclusively to acquiring funds through savings deposits from small savers. In turn, these funds 
were invested in home mortgages or government securities. By expanding the number of services 
these institutions could offer, regulators hoped to boost the deposit side of the industry's balance 
sheet. 

At the time that the Monetary Control Act was approved, a majority of industry analysts 
agreed that it was a step in the right direction, but too little too late. In 1982, Congress was 
forced to tackle the problem again: It approved the Garn-St. Germain Depository Institutions 
Act. In addition to extending to savings institutions the right to make consumer and commercial 
loans (thus enabling them to compete head-on with commercial banks), this act gave regulatory 
authorities sweeping powers to rescue failing financial institutions -- among them, the power to 
expedite mergers of troubled institutions by extending geographic boundaries and by altering 
institutional barriers. In recent years, the rescue provision of the Garn-St. Germain Depository 
Institutions Act has been used extensively. 

Interstate Banking 

States have also been busy making sweeping changes of their own. For example, in 1983 
Connecticut adopted a regional bank reciprocity act. The bill legalized so-called "regional 
banking," permitting bank holding companies to merge with other banks in New England. The 
so-called "New England Experiment" with regional banking began in earnest in 1985 with an 8-0 
Supreme Court ruling supporting the 1983 reciprocity act (Northeast Bancorp v. the Federal 
Reserve Board of Governors [105 S. Ct. 2545]). This ruling cleared the way for banks in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Maine to begin acquiring each other. 

Maine led the nation in 1978 with the first bank reciprocity act. By 1983, six states, 
including Connecticut, permitted full-service interstate banking. Today, after a rush of 
legislation, 45 states have some form of interstate banking in effect. In 1988, interstate banking 
transactions approved by federal regulators declined slightly for the first time since the modern 
interstate banking era began in 1982. There were 118 such transactions in 1989, compared to 138 
during 1987. 

Under current law, states outside New England can operate loan offices there, but cannot 
accept deposits. Thus, New York money-center banks like Chemical Bank, Chase Manhattan, 
and Citicorp maintain offices in New England for mortgages and loan services for corporate 
clients, but offer no demand-deposit banking. Similar laws exist in regions nationwide. Robert E. 
Murray, president of Westport Bank & Trust observes: "The New York banks are here now, and 
all they would have to do [with a regulatory change] is to change their loan offices into full 
service branches." 

Skimming Off the Cream? 

According to Michael Morgan, chairman and president of the Stamford, 
Connecticut-based Charter Federal Savings and Loan, "Citicorp currently has more employees in 
Stamford than Charter Federal does." Morgan adds that money-center banks from New York are 
"coming into Connecticut and trying to compete with us for our best commercial customers. I 
think that we ought to have a level playing field and everybody ought to have the same types of 
responsibility." Morgan argues that, rather than just skimming off the cream by soliciting the 
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business of the best, most credit-worthy customers, his out-of-state competitors should be forced 
to accept the risk of consumer deposits and "cashing welfare checks." 

Needless to say, many people are seriously concerned about the sudden appearance of the 
huge money-center banks. Democratic State Representative John Gronings of Iowa, one of five 
remaining states without any form of interstate banking, explained that his state's independent 
banks "are terrified of the New York and Los Angeles banks. They're afraid they'll be gobbled 
up." The American Bankers Association (ABA) reports that "there is concern for the future of 
small, community banks in light of the many interstate banking laws being enacted across the 
country and the arrival of large money-center banks." 

Experts feel that the next step is to adopt interstate banking on a national scale. 
According to the ABA, "as regional compacts increase, there has been debate over whether or 
not the Federal Government should pass legislation permitting full national banking." Citicorp 
spokesperson Susan Weeks concedes: "We've never made a secret of the fact that we'd like to 
have a full bank in Connecticut." Adds Weeks: "Grocery stores are not prohibited from opening 
in other states. This is one of the few businesses that is bound by geography." 

Competition From Non-Banks 

As if these changes were not enough, in recent years banks have had to face new 
competition from outside the industry -- from firms such as Sears, Merrill Lynch, GMAC, 
General Electric, and even K-Mart. Non-banks are competing aggressively with commercial 
banks for consumer credit in the form of home mortgages, home equity loans, revolving credit, 
etc. For example, thanks to aggressive marketing and persistence, the Sears Discover card is now 
the third most popular credit card in the U.S., giving VISA and MasterCard a run for their 
plastic. In addition, the "Sears Financial Network" offers shoppers Dean Witter brokerage 
services, Allstate Insurance, and Coldwell Banker real estate services; in selected states, Sears 
Mortgage Corporation will even write home mortgages. GMAC, long a provider of auto loans, 
has also entered the home mortgage market in some states! 

On the deposit side, many of these non-banks are offering money market programs 
similar to Merrill Lynch's cash management account (CMA). Begun in 1977, Merrill Lynch's 
CMA enables account holders to enjoy check-writing privileges while their deposits earn interest 
at money market rates. 

Such non-banks are highly formidable competitors because they are subject only to very 
limited regulation, and because they tend to have excellent national marketing strategies. In 
addition, these firms tend to have the funds to advertise their services and an established network 
to generate customers on a nation-wide basis. However, increased competition in financial 
services cuts both ways. While Merrill Lynch is free to offer glorified checking accounts, many 
banks around the nation are now offering discount brokerage services to their customers. 

Today it is often difficult to tell the difference between a commercial bank and the many 
other emerging and evolving financial institutions. If present trends continue, the consumer of 
tomorrow may patronize a financial supermarket where he will make deposits, borrow, take out 
insurance, secure a mortgage, and buy 500 shares of his favorite stock. 

More Changes 

Technological changes are also playing an important role in the evolution of banking. 
Automatic teller machines (ATMs), point-of-sale terminals, data processing centers, and 
networks of personal computers are accelerating the trend to fewer and larger players in the 
industry. With the high cost of this new technology, the economies of scale tend to favor the 
larger, more established institutions. Smaller banks have a harder time competing with large, 
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sophisticated, centrally-located, main-frame computer centers able to service a number of 
branches. 

ATMs have had a revolutionary effect on the banking industry. There are now ATMs in 
almost every city and town in America. Because the machines can be networked, customers from 
Massachusetts can withdraw from and deposit into their accounts while they are on business in 
Washington state! In addition, because of electronic banking, customers can even bank at home 
with their personal computers. These breakthroughs, unimagined less than 20 years ago, are facts 
of life today. 

In the near future, customers will be able to use a single plastic "life-card" as a credit 
card, a debit card, and a stock-buying card. Much to the horror of civil libertarians and literal 
interpreters of the Book of Revelation, the potential now exists to put an individual's entire 
financial life history on a wafer-thin microchip embedded in a single plastic card. A card 
carrying a computer chip is now being tested and used in France. 

The Big Bank Theory 

If present trends continue, there will be fewer and larger banks and financial institutions 
within the next several years. Their domination of the market will increase both the economic 
and the political (lobbying) power of the large money-center banks. This consolidation by 
merger will also heighten the risk of a total economic collapse. If one or two small rural banks 
fold, it is not a national disaster. If one of these super-regionals goes down, however, the impact 
on the total American economy could be devastating. 

Dr. Sennholz writes that many Americans seem to "prefer a financial structure with 
thousands of small banks to one characterized by large financial institutions. In short, they 
thoroughly distrust men of finance, but [they make the mistake of] placing their trust in 
legislators and regulators." 

History has proven that we cannot and should not trust the "men of finance." Yet, our 
great modern error has been to place blind faith in our legislators and regulators. Rather than 
perpetuating a potentially abusive system (the New Deal banking cartel structure), Americans 
should demand an immediate return to a monetary system based on a gold standard with free 
banking and unrestricted competition. This, not political regulation and paper money, is the best 
check against both the tyranny of "men of finance" and the tyranny of the regulators in 
Washington. Unfortunately, it appears that our nation will have to learn the wisdom of our 
Founders the hard way. That wisdom prescribed a rigid separation of banking (and the men of 
finance) from the awesome powers of the Federal Government. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Pro-Abortionists Rally 

Several hundred thousand pro-abortion activists converged on Washington DC on April 
9th to declare the birth of "a new political army" aimed at keeping abortion legal in the United 
States. The National Organization for Women (NOW), chief organizer of the "March for 
Women's Equality/Women's Lives," was joined by Hollywood celebrities wearing the traditional 
white of the suffragettes of the early 1900s. In a speech to the demonstrators, Ira Glasser of the 
American Civil Liberties Union declared: "This weekend marks a shift from a struggle in the 
courts to a struggle in the streets. Rights don't come from courts. They come from political 
struggle." In a counterprotest, several hundred pro-lifers formed a march of their own, carrying 
signs that read, "The child-killing must stop" and "Operation Rescue will prevail." These 
anti-abortion forces erected a symbolic graveyard at the foot of the Capitol, with 4,400 crosses to 
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represent the number of abortions performed each day in the United States. 
New Presidential Proposals 

Claiming that he wants to be remembered as the "education president," George Bush 
announced a new package of education proposals on April 5th, using a White House ceremony 
honoring the nation's "teacher of the year" to unveil his $422 million program. Key Democrats in 
Congress objected to his plan, which would direct federal aid to schools with high achievement 
records, establish magnet schools, and provide funding for such programs as drug-free schools 
and teacher certifications. 

Amid controversy surrounding alleged ethical violations by House Speaker Jim Wright 
(D-TX), President Bush on April 13th proposed wide-ranging ethics legislation that would set 
uniform standards for Congress, the judiciary, and the executive branch. Mr. Bush called for 
increased financial disclosure by senior officials, tightened conflict-of-interest rules, and new 
laws to bar legislators from converting campaign money to personal use. "Is not a crime a 
crime?" asked the President. "Should there not be an underlying standard for all?" Meanwhile, 
Speaker Wright vowed to defend his honor against the ethics charges filed against him. 

In yet another appointment to his Administration, President Bush named Rear Admiral 
Richard H. Truly as the new administrator of NASA on April 12th. Truly, 51, is a former test 
pilot credited with reviving the space shuttle program after the Challenger disaster in 1986. "This 
marks the first time in its distinguished history," announced Mr. Bush, "that NASA will be led 
by a hero of its own making, an astronaut who has been to space." 

Terrorist Attacks on the Rise 

The State Department released its annual report, Patterns of Global Terrorism, on April 
11th, stating that terrorist attacks on U.S. targets had increased 22 percent in 1988, while the 
number of attacks worldwide against all nationalities had risen only 3 percent. The U.S. death 
toll of 192 included 189 passengers from Pan Am Flight 130, which exploded over Scotland in 
December. "The United States suffered a substantial increase in terrorist attacks and casualties 
abroad in 1988," the report concluded, "indicating that it remains a primary target for 
international terrorists." 

House Aids Contras 

The House of Representatives approved a $49.7 million aid package for the Nicaraguan 
freedom fighters on April 13th, by a vote of 309 to 110; the Senate was expected to approve 
similar legislation. "The fix is in," said Senator William Armstrong (R-CO). "This bill is on the 
fast track." The bill would sustain the Contras through 1990 by supplying food, clothing, shelter, 
medical care, and other forms of "non-lethal" aid. 

Gorbachev Visits Cuba 

Cuba's Fidel Castro and Mikhail Gorbachev of the Soviet Union met in Havana for three 
days of summit talks that ended on April 5th. During Gorbachev's visit, his first to Latin 
America, the Soviet dictator spoke of melding his "new thinking" on economic and political 
relations with Castro's "old thinking." He called for an end to all military aid for Central America 
and criticized U.S. support of the Nicaraguan Contras, suggesting that Latin America should be 
transformed into a "zone of peace," free of outside intervention. 

"We are categorically opposed to any theories or doctrines that seek to justify the export 
of revolution or counterrevolution," Gorbachev told the Cuban National Assembly on April 4th. 
"The Soviet Union does not seek any political or military advantage in the Western Hemisphere." 
Gorbachev also predicted changes for Cuba, possibly in the form of democratic elections. Upon 
arriving in Cuba, he declared: "This continent is on the grand road to democracy." 
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Solidarity Signs New Accord 

Leaders of Solidarity, the independent Polish trade union banned in 1981, signed an 
accord on April 5th with Polish government officials that legalizes the union. At the formal 
signing ceremony, Solidarity's Lech Walesa shook hands with Communist General Czeslaw 
Kiszczak, who lauded "the creation of a new model of political culture." Walesa asserted that 
words were no longer enough: "Beautiful words have been used too long to hide violence and the 
helplessness of the nation." The broad terms of the new agreement include an end to the 
seven-year ban on Solidarity, its "relegalization" before the end of April, and the holding of 
elections in June for 35 percent of the seats in Poland's parliament. The newly-elected parliament 
will be given the task of rewriting the country's constitution. 

--ELIZABETH DRUMMEY 


CAPITOL UPDATE 


Assault on Assault Weapons 

Putting the blame on guns, not on criminals who use guns, gun-control advocates have 
always capitalized on wanton acts of murder such as the tragic schoolyard massacre in Stockton, 
California. The nation's last major gun law was enacted in 1968 following the assassinations of 
Martin Luther King Jr. and Robert F. Kennedy. Gun-control advocates are now hoping that the 
latest national outrage will help them enact new legislation that otherwise would not have been 
politically attainable. Moreover, because federal law does not define "assault weapon," gun 
controllers are hoping that new "assault weapon" legislation would restrict a wide range of guns 
-- in much the same way that "Saturday Night Special" legislation would have restricted most 
handguns. 

Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum (D-OH), the U.S. Senate's chief advocate for stricter 
gun control laws, did not miss the point: "There is a time to pass legislation, and this is the time, 
while the memory of Stockton, California is still fresh." Metzenbaum has introduced $386 in the 
Senate, and Representative Pete Stark (D-CA) has introduced HR1190 in the House of 
Representatives, to ban the importation or sale of certain "assault weapons" and to impose 
registration on current owners. The weapons affected by the legislation include most 
semi-automatic rifles, shotguns, and pistols. In addition to banning specific weapons, both bills 
give the Treasury Secretary, an unelected official, the power to ban the sales of any other 
semi-automatic rifle, shotgun, or pistol not already on the list. 

According to Wayne LaPierre, Executive Director of the National Rifle Association's 
Institute for Legislative Action: 

The intention of gun banners is clear. They have just banned semi-autos in Los Angeles -- 

rifles and shotguns -- and banned semi-autos in Cleveland -- rifles, shotguns, and 

pistols -- and now they are trying to use the national hysteria to pass the gun bans 

in the U.S. Congress. 

Metzenbaum and Stark are using the media's anti-gun attacks over 

so-called "assault" weapons to set up a new system designed to ban all semi-auto 

firearms nationally. 

LaPierre warns that S386 and HR1190 are "the worst gun legislation ever to be seriously 
considered on Capitol Hill." If this legislation were enacted, Americans would be denied their 
right, guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution, to own the firearms of their choice. Instead, the 
government would dictate which semi-automatic weapons private citizens would be allowed to 
purchase. And the stage would be set for eventual confiscation of all semi-automatic weapons, as 
well as stricter controls on other types of firearms. 
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Although $386 and HR1190 are still in committee, interest in this legislation is intense. 
S386 has nine cosponsors and HR1190 has 67. (For more information on the weapon 
controversy, see the March 27th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, page 14.) 

Minimum Wage 

On April 12th, by a vote of 62 to 37, the Senate passed legislation (HR2) that would raise 
the minimum wage from $3.35 an hour to $4.55 an hour over three years. The House passed 
similar legislation on March 23rd by a vote of 248 to 171. Differences between the two versions 
of the bill -- including a Senate amendment to increase the earnings limit for Social Security 
beneficiaries -- must be reconciled by a conference committee. 

Because Mr. Bush is not opposing the minimum wage on principle, but is merely 
debating the specifics of a new bill, it is possible that a compromise could be achieved by the 
time the bill reaches his desk. 

-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 
BIRCH RESEARCH INC. 


NATION 
Unreal Regionalization 


In June, citizens of St. Louis and the surrounding county will vote on a plan that could 
result in one regional government for the entire area. 

If accepted, the plan would do away with autonomous government in such communities 
as Overland, Clayton, and dozens more. The communities would continue to exist in name, but 
would become subdivisions of a new city-county government run by a board of 19 freeholders -- 
nine from the city, nine from the county, and one from "some other county." 

Vast New Powers 

Article V, Section 30(b) of the 10,000-word, 150-page plan sums up the choice facing 
voters: 

If a majority of the qualified electors of the city voting thereon, and a majority of the 

qualified electors of the county voting thereon at the separate elections shall vote 

for the plan, then, at such time as shall be prescribed therein, the same shall 

become the organic law of the territory therein defined, and shall take the place of 

and supersede all laws, charter provisions and ordinances inconsistent therewith 

relating to said territory. [Emphasis added] 

That's mighty clear, and there are some concerned voters in the county who hope that its 
full meaning is understood before the June 20th vote. 

If approved, the plan would override all existing community zoning, land use and 
development legislation, even alter fire and emergency medical service protection. Also, as 
should be expected, the plan calls for new taxes, specifically a 1 percent earnings tax. All is 
being proposed in the interest of "regional needs." 

Similar Plans Enacted Elsewhere 

There is nothing essentially new about the St. Louis County proposal. Similar plans have 
been enacted in Indianapolis-Marion County (Indiana), Miami-Dade County (Florida), and 
elsewhere. Advocates of these other plans argued that ending the multiplicity of small 
community governments was the "more efficient and less expensive" way to proceed. The same 
song is being sung in the St. Louis area. Voters should ask why a "less expensive" plan contains 
anew tax. They should also become aware of one of history's clearest lessons: Centralizing 
government means more bureaucracy and less efficiency. Retired police captain and former state 
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legislator Anthony Miles of Indianapolis recalls cautioning fellow citizens against the 
consolidation in his area over a decade ago. He argued that the most efficient, least expensive, 
most responsive government is always closest to the people. He held then, and still holds now, 
that you cannot make government larger without making it more costly and oppressive. He was 
and is correct, and his prediction that the plan would lead to more taxes was right on target. 
Losing Control 

We asked Miles if those who had been persuaded by the proponents' "more efficient and 
less expensive" argument now have regrets. He responded: "Of course, especially those outside 
the city whose taxes went up while their communities lost control of much of their government." 

The wave of regionalism that swept the nation in the 1970s seems about to return. 
Proposals like the one facing the voters in the St. Louis area bring back memories of similar 
plans calling for regionalization across county lines, even state lines. The logical extension of the 
mania for regional government is a transfer of all authority to the Federal Government. Don't for 
a minute ignore the possibility that some proponents want exactly that. 


La 


-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Listening to almost anyone discussing recent reports coming out of the Soviet Union is 
somewhat frightening. The wave of propaganda inundating the American people has all but 
conferred sainthood on Mikhail Gorbachev and made the USSR our 51st state. There are, 
however, solid answers to questions and comments our cautious attitude might provoke. 

Isn't Soviet leader Gorbachev relinquishing some of his power via his perestroika 
campaign? Not on your life! Over the past two years, the Soviet Union has seen more power 
flow to its leader, not less. Forced retirement of Gorbachev opponents and the shifting of 
Communist Party functionaries have made the USSR even more of a one-man dictatorship than it 
has been in recent memory. 

But perestroika means restructuring. Isn't the Soviet government changing its method of 
ruling? The restructuring is in no way intended to change the system; the improvement has little 
to do with easing the plight of the Russian people. Instead, its purpose is to guarantee perpetual 
control of the many by the few. Despite widely publicized cosmetic changes, the Soviet 
government will emerge from all this with an even tighter grip on the lives of hundreds of 
millions of captive peoples. 

Any change in the Soviet Union is worthy of support, especially the government's 
willingness to encourage the development of small business. The only change that will amount to 
anything is an end of the socialist system that has piled up over 70 consecutive years of failure 
and can be continued only with police state power. 

If we increase shipments of consumergoods to the Soviets, won't that make them less 
warlike? The people in the Soviet Union aren't warlike to begin with. Sending consumer goods 
will only lessen economic pressures and enable the government to continue their colossal 
military spending programs. 

Don't the recent elections in the USSR indicate a shift to democratic rule? The elections 
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amounted to a primary within the Communist Party. There was, however, nothing after the 
primary; the Communists stayed totally in control. It is a sad commentary on the gullibility of 
Americans to learn that many believe Mikhail Gorbachev is willing to preside over the 
dismantling of Communist rule in his tightly controlled homeland. 

But Gorbachev is a new kind of Communist leader, more open, more willing to 
experiment, more prone to Western ideas, even more critical of past Communist leaders. Twenty 
years ago, the very same things were said of the "new" Romanian leader, Nicolae Ceausescu. 
Still in power, Ceausescu is widely recognized today as the most repressive leader in 
Communist-controlled Eastern Europe. His smiles and gestures earned him Western assistance. 
But he remained a tyrannical Communist whose smiles were followed by a clenched fist that 
came down hard on the Romanian people. 

Shouldn't we at least salute Gorbachev for pulling out of Afghanistan? After ten years of 
incredibly cruel warfare against a peaceful neighbor, there are over one million dead Afghans 
and four million more who are refugees in other countries. The Soviets left behind a devastated 
country and armed puppet government; planted untold numbers of land mines that will blow the 
legs off innocent people for years to come; and are still holding youngsters they forcibly took 
into the USSR for training as future Communist Party-functionaries. They should be punished 
for these atrocities, much like a mass murderer should be punished. Without punishment, or at 
very least ostracism, the Soviets will conclude that crime does indeed pay and perform their 
criminal acts again. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Trilateralists Tout Trade 

Winding up a Trilateral Commission meeting in Paris on April 10th, Henry Kissinger of 
the United States, former President Valery Giscard d'Estaing of France, and former Prime 
Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone of Japan recommended that the United States and its European 
allies prepare to finance economic activities within the Soviet bloc. The detailed report on the 
future of U.S.-Soviet relations also recommended that the USSR be granted observer status in a 
number of major international financial and trade organizations. The Trilateral Commission was 
founded by David Rockefeller in 1973 for the express purpose of linking North America, 
Western Europe, and Japan "in their economic relations, their political and defense relations, 
their relations with developing countries, and their relations with Communist countries." 

Better Computers to the Reds 

In late March, the Commerce Department announced that it had eased controls on the 
types of computers and computer-driven medical devices that could be exported to the Soviet 
bloc. The loosening of the controls, on the grounds that the computer models are so widely 
available that they are no longer of great strategic value, will allow shipment of machines with 
performance levels of 28 million bits per second, nearly double the 15 million bps permitted 
under the old rules. The decision clears for sale IBM's PC/AT and its clones; Digital Equipment's 
PDP 11/44, 11/60, 11/73, and 11/84-P; and Hewlett-Packard's 9000 desktop computer, series 200 
and 300, and its 1000 models A400, A600, and A700. 
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U.S.-Soviet Trade Accord 

Six major American corporations signed a deal with the Soviet Union March 30th that 
could lead to 25 joint ventures involving U.S. investment of $5 billion to $10 billion. Details of 
the pact, which had taken months to negotiate, were not made public, but the companies involved 
are the Mercator Corporation, RJR Nabisco, Eastman Kodak, Chevron, Archer Daniels Midland, 
and Johnson & Johnson. The Ford Motor Company, a member of the consortium, backed out of 
the agreement at the last minute because the Soviet Union was not willing to "adopt new and 
innovative financial arrangements." The Soviet ruble is not convertible outside the USSR, and 
any profits realized by U.S. companies must be spent in the Soviet Union. 

Funds for Soviet Foundation 

Want to contribute a million dollars or so to a Soviet foundation that would encourage 
innovations in education, arts, and sciences? Then you should get in touch with George Soros, a 
Hungarian-born financier who has contributed $3 million of his own money to the foundation, 
which will be known as Cultural Initiative. Soros, who has also set up foundations in Hungary, 
Red China, and Poland, said that, "if Gorbachev were to succeed in transforming Soviet society 
into an open society, there would be no need to think of the Soviet Union as our arch-enemy and 
the Soviet Union could become an ally of the West." He said that the Moscow-based foundation 
has already granted $1.5 million for 25 projects, which include writing a new Soviet 
encyclopedia, manufacturing wheelchairs, and setting up a program to help consumers test food 
for harmful substances. 

Not Much of a Change 

In our March 13th issue, William F. Jasper quoted the following excerpt from a 
sixth-grade social studies text, The World to Present, which is published by the D.C. Heath 
Company: 

Today Siberia is a land of opportunity. Young Soviet workers go east much as young 

Americans go west to make their fortunes. The Soviet government encourages 

these young people to do so. It offers them better wages, longer holidays, and a 

life of adventure. 

One of our readers, Dennis P. Meyers of Florida, wrote to D.C. Heath and asked why it 
was publishing such falsehoods about a region of the world where people are still dying in 
slave-labor camps. The reply he received from Debbie R. Secrist, Social Studies Product 
Manager for the Raytheon subsidiary, said that the paragraph could be "easily misunderstood 
when taken out of context" and had been rewritten for the 1987 and 1989 editions of the text. 
The new version reads: 

While Siberia has long been the location of many forced labor camps for criminals and 

political prisoners, it now provides opportunities for young Soviet workers. The 

Soviet government encourages young people to go there by offering them better 

wages, longer holidays, and a life of adventure. 

Doing Business With Cuba 

While the United States has maintained an economic embargo against the Communist 
regime in Cuba for nearly 30 years, foreign subsidiaries of U.S. companies now do more than 
$300 million in business annually with the Castro government, according to Newsweek 
magazine. These dealings account for 47 percent of all Cuba's imports from Free World 
countries. Castro receives an estimated $5 billion a year from the Soviet Union, most of which 
finances his military adventures in Latin America and Africa. Members of the U.S. Congress, 
such as Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Claiborne Pell (D-RI) and Representative 
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Bill Alexander (D-AR), have begun lobbying for ending the embargo on trade and travel. 
-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


AMERICAN OPINION The 
Great Wealth Transfer 


Establishing the New International Economic Order 


Jane H. Ingraham is a contributing editor to 


THE NEW AMERICAN. 


All governments, of course, are against liberty. 
-- H.L. Mencken 


The last 40 years have given birth to a phenomenon utterly unknown in all past history. 
Without so much as a by-your-leave to the people of the Free World -- indeed, even without their 
explicit understanding -- the internationalist Insiders have put in place a permanent pipeline 
which is siphoning off Free World wealth and distributing it to Third World "developing" 
nations. Far from being "humanitarian" or "developmental" as claimed, this international welfare 
scheme is in actuality a plan to merge the two worlds into something called the New 
International Economic Order as a prelude to world government. 

The fact that the Third World is now staggering under a 1.3 trillion dollar debt that it can 
never repay from its own resources gives us an idea of how successful the Insiders have already 
been. Once they established at the Bretton Woods Conference in 1944 the transparently false 
principle that the poorer nations will develop if enough billions are poured in, and that the 
wealthy nations have a moral obligation to provide this largesse, the floodgates were opened. A 
new terminology appeared. The Free World was defined as those countries that give (Western 
Europe, Great Britain, the United States, Canada, Japan), while the Third World turned out to be 
those countries that receive (all the rest). Also called "less developed," "underdeveloped," and 
"developing," these Third World countries are, in fact, not developing at all (because they are 
socialist), while the countries of the Free World, called "developed," are, in fact, still developing 
(because they are free market-oriented). Nevertheless, these erroneous terms and deceptive 
concepts have been sold to the public as justification for the establishment of an unprecedented 
idea -- permanent international aid. Unrestricted as to time or place, unlimited in scope or goal -- 
and, of course, unconstitutional -- permanent aid should be recognized for what it is, a massive 
giveaway program serving the purposes of those working to homogenize the world economically 
in order to control it politically. 

International Economic Order 

Just what is the New International Economic Order? This nebulous term, coined by the 
United Nations, has never been clearly defined. Simply put, it is a tool by which one part of the 
world extracts resources and capital from the rest. It is a frontal attack on the free market 
economies of Western nations. It is a concept for transferring the wealth of the rich industrialized 
countries to the poor underdeveloped countries in order to establish universal socialism. It is a 
plan for "global egalitarianism" -- that is, equal poverty for all. Once the world's would-be 
masters succeed in transferring enough wealth to reduce the industrialized nations so that they 
can be "comfortably merged" with the rest, the resultant economic control by the Insiders will 
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lead inevitably to their political control of the world. 

Though it seems far-fetched, this program is already far advanced; it is unfolding right 
before our eyes. The names of the various transferral agencies are thoroughly familiar to us. An 
extensive network collectively called the Agency for International Development (AID) has 
relieved taxpayers of over $400 billion since 1946, or $2.6 trillion counting lost interest. These 
outlays zoomed during the "deficit-reducing" Reagan years, when foreign aid was one of the 
fastest growing items in the budget. In 1988 alone, in spite of all the talk about the deficit, we 
taxpayers forked over $5.03 billion to be squandered in 118 socialist and Communist countries. 
In fact, the Reagan Administration, with Ronald Reagan's full approval, spent more than $114 
billion on foreign aid, which is more than the combined total spent by the Nixon, Ford, and 
Carter Administrations! 

Internationally, the transferral avenues set up at Bretton Woods are the World Bank and its 
subsidiary, the International Monetary Fund. These two institutions are Insider creations: The 
idea for them originated in David Rockefeller's Council on Foreign Relations, was presented to 
President Roosevelt and the State Department in 1942, and subsequently elaborated upon in the 
CFR journal Foreign Affairs. 

The IMF, with the United States as its largest contributor, is a lever for extracting 
permanent international transfer payments from the United States and its allies. Third World 
countries are allowed to pay most of their quota in their own currencies, which are not 
convertible; therefore, they are not paying in anything real. For this reason, a majority always 
votes in favor of a quota increase. In 1983, when Congress went along with the IMF request of a 
U.S. quota increase of $8.4 billion, Mr. Reagan personally pressured those members rash enough 
to oppose the move. 

Headed by Barber Conable (from 1973 to 1984 a member of the CFR's international 
spin-off, the Trilateral Commission), the World Bank is not a bank at all. Supposedly established 
to "speed Third World development," the "bank" measures its success not in the profitability or 
even effectiveness of its loans, but in the quantity. 

The documentation for these "loans" is classified on the grounds that divulging the terms 
on which they are made and evaluated would "compromise the ability of the bank to carry out its 
operations." But we do know that this statist international welfare agency has "lent" over $202.8 
billion of Free World tax monies since its inception; more than $83 billion has been siphoned off 
since 1983 alone. Although there are 151 member nations, most of them are simply beneficiaries; 
the United States pays the lion's share at 20 percent. With no interest, a ten-year grace period, 
and a 50-year term, these "loans" are, by their very nature, unrecoverable. Even when payments 
are sometimes made, they consist of funds recycled from fresh loans. 

Third World Debt Crisis 

One of the most important and least understood avenues for transferring wealth is that of 
the international commercial megabanks. As readers of Antony Sutton's Wall Street trilogy 
know, our huge commercial banks have long been in the forefront of the drive toward global 
takeover. In the 1970s they assumed a high profile as lenders of unprecedented amounts of 
private funds directly to foreign governments. Hundreds of billions of depositors’ dollars flowed 
out of the country in a private international venture in "world development." Suddenly in 1982, 
when Mexico, followed by Argentina and Brazil, failed to pay the interest on enormous loans, 
something called the "Third World debt crisis" erupted in the media. Since then, the phrase has 
become part of our household vocabulary. Nary a newscast neglects to remind the public of the 
"threat" to the solvency of our largest banks, or even the possible "collapse" of the entire U.S. 
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financial structure. With the public's attention focused on the need to "save" the banks, few have 
wondered where the hundreds of billions of extra dollars to lend had come from in the first place. 
Why had all the banks engaged in this historically risky venture at the same time? 

In 1971, President Richard Nixon, at the urging of Walter Wriston (a member of the 
Council on Foreign Relations and then-CEO of Citicorp), suspended the international tie 
between gold and the dollar. No longer constrained by gold, the Federal Reserve under Chairman 
Paul Volcker, another member of the Council on Foreign Relations, flooded the banks with 
reserves, providing the dollars for the massive amount of profligate lending that ensued. The 
disastrous inflation of the 1970s slashed the value of every dollar in the taxpayer's wallet. The 
claim, made by some, that the source of bank funds was the OPEC cartel's "petro" deposits 
overlooks the fact that the dollars had first to be created. The only entity that can do this is the 
Federal Reserve. OPEC, which had been of no consequence for over a decade, was thrust into 
the driver's seat and enabled to quadruple its price because the dollars were suddenly there. A 
profitable circle emerged: The "developing" countries, most of them oil importers, needed the 
loans from the banks to purchase the sky-high OPEC oil, while the OPEC countries deposited 
their huge profits in the same western banks, which then re-lent to the "developing" countries. 

Events since 1980 indicate that the Third World was being "set up." It seems 
extraordinary now that sophisticated government officials of countries such as Mexico and Brazil 
could not see where they were headed. It is true that many of them were lining their own 
pockets; some are now among the world's wealthiest people. It is also true that many members of 
the Latin and African upper class who become government officials are educated in American or 
European. universities, where they are taught that central planning financed by a large influx of 
borrowed capital is essential for economic growth in their nations. It is even true that a horde of 
bank representatives was pressing loans upon them while U.S. government officials cooperated 
by softening regulations. 

Nevertheless, the question remains: Why were they so eager to borrow far beyond what is 
now clear was the danger point for their own autonomy? Of course, everything looked rosy for 
the debtors at that time. With loose money from the Fed keeping interest rates below the inflation 
rate, the real interest rate dropped so low that it actually became a negative -- with the bizarre 
result that at one point the Third World was being paid to borrow! Of equal importance, 
commodity export prices were high and sales brisk, returning dollars that could be used to 
service the debt. 

But these foreign officials should have known they were playing with fire. It seems 
inexplicable that, in spite of the long history of U.S. duplicity, country after country still allows 
itself to be victimized. In 1980 the Federal Reserve sprang the trap. Suddenly alarmed by 
"spiraling inflation," the Fed under Volcker abruptly reversed course and throttled money 
growth. Funds dried up, interest rates soared. Unfortunately for the Third World, the 
international bankers, who belong to the same club (the CFR) as our Treasury and Federal 
Reserve officials, had tied their loans to floating interest rates, not fixed. Before the "needy" 
countries could say "abracadabra," they found themselves owing billions more on the same 
money to the rich banks, while prices for their export commodities collapsed. According to a 
World Bank report, borrowers' real interest rates went from a low of minus eight in 1979 to plus 
21 percent in 1981. By 1982 it was hardly surprising that borrowers found themselves unable to 
service their overwhelming debt. Result: the Third World debt crisis. 


Financial experts have spilled much ink trying to analyze why our leading banks went so far 
out on a limb. They have called the bankers everything from "irresponsible" to "mad." They have 
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wondered why the U.S. government encouraged the banks to lend, with federal regulators 
helping them skate around guidelines that would have required hikes in reserves against these 
shaky loans. They point out that in 1984 loans to only the big four Latin American countries 
amounted to 206 percent of capital at Manufacturers Hanover Trust; 169 percent at Chase 
Manhattan; 160 percent at Citicorp; and 145 percent at Bank of America. Walter Wriston wrote: 

With the blinding clarity of hindsight, we bankers ... made a mistake in not recognizing 

the seriousness of this structural defect (falling commodity prices) which would 

become readily apparent at the advent of a world-wide recession. (August 31, 

1987) 

Irresponsible? Mistaken? We are speaking here of the titans of international high finance 
and our most astute Insiders. Besides Walter Wriston, the list includes John S. Reed and William 
R. Rhodes of Citicorp; Thomas G. Labrecque of Chase Manhattan; A.W. Clausen and Samuel 
Armacost of Bank of America; John F. McGillicuddy of Manufacturers Hanover Trust; Lewis 
Preston of J.P. Morgan; Thomas S. Johnson of Chemical N.Y.; Charles Sanford Jr. of Bankers 
Trust; and T. C. Theobald of Continental Bank Corp. All but Clausen are members of the 
Council on Foreign Relations. Clausen, former head of the World Bank, is a former member of 
the Trilateral Commission. These men were hardly going out on a limb. 

But first, where has all the money gone? What is there to show for the hemorrhage of tax 
monies as well as private bank dollars? Where is the development we have supposedly been 
financing for forty years? 

Economic Retardation 

The truth is that no development has taken place. Not a single country has made even a 
start at climbing out of poverty. In fact, they are all considerably worse off, not only because of 
the immense drain of servicing their debt, but also because our billions have strengthened the 
grip of the very regimes whose statist policies have made and kept these countries poor. 
Predictably, these power elites pumped the easy billions into state-run monopolies, collectivist 
programs run by enormous bureaucracies, and wasteful social welfare schemes. No wealth 
producing investments were made. Corruption flourished. As our billions flowed in, their own 
citizens' billions (estimated at $100 billion) flowed out, as capital fled sinking economies. By 
further entrenching these socialist systems, our billions have virtually assured economic 
stagnation and a permanent Third World. As foreign aid expert Peter T. Bauer has demonstrated, 
billions flowing from developed nations to less developed countries actually retard progress in 
those countries while bleeding the donor nations of precious capital. Just so. 

The transfer of our capital, however, is serving even more extensive Insider purposes 
than retarding development and bleeding the Free World. With the eruption of the "debt crisis" 
and the crying need of the debtor nations for funds, the IMF was happy to oblige with "debt 
relief." With the Third World now over a barrel, the Insiders made that "end run around national 
sovereignty" promised years ago by Richard N. Gardner of the Council on Foreign Relations. 
"Debt relief" consisted of further loans (more of the same poison) but accompanied now by 
severe mandatory "austerity measures" administered, of course, by the IMF. These measures not 
only reinforced the existing socialism but even required socialism as a condition for further aid, 
bringing about ever worsening economic and social conditions. Most important, they gave the 
IMF total control of national economies. What seemed impossible to accomplish only two 
decades ago is now a reality. In order to survive, the debtor nations have been forced to accept 
the terrible price of surrendering their sovereign right to regulate their own internal affairs. Here 
we have the means by which the Insiders intend to gain absolute economic power, which will 
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enable them to dictate political policies and establish their New World Order. 

As an illustration of this deadly control, the IMF currently is mauling Argentina like a cat 
with a mouse. A Wall Street Journal headline for February 2, 1989 reads: "IMF Reluctance 
Blocks Progress By Argentina." This turns out to mean that, although the IMF has been giving 
Argentina "encouraging signals" for almost a year (read: stalling) that it will cover Argentina's 
urgent need for $2 billion of interest arrears, it has suddenly reversed course and is refusing on 
grounds of "concern about Argentina's national deficit." Then we learn that, without IMF 
approval, Argentina cannot get loans from commercial banks either, and has been left drifting in 
financial disarray. This is in spite of the fact that Argentina has made a serious attempt to comply 
with IMF demands for "reform." Considering that the purpose of the IMF is to lend as much as 
possible, none of this makes sense until we learn that presidential elections are to be held in May. 
As has happened so many times before, once under the control of the international financiers, a 
government can be toppled simply by having the money spigot turned off. As the Journal 
delicately put it: 

The agency's reluctance also is causing concern in other Latin American nations, which 

fear they may experience similar delays in their international financing programs, 

leaving them dangling for months and possibly endangering their political 

prospects. 

Expect a Peronist or radical-left presidential victory in Argentina in May. 

Is there any way out of the hole the debtor nations have dug for themselves? Can't they 
simply default? Although the Insiders have cunningly led us to believe that such a disaster could 
happen, there is little prospect of it. A loan is a contractual obligation and any default must be 
accepted by the bank. Although several countries already have actually been in default, the banks 
have never acknowledged their status; to have done so would have meant writing off the loans as 
a total loss. The banks had other plans. 

There has, of course, been much bitter opposition to crippling IMF controls, which in 
themselves demoralize the populace and create fertile ground for subversion. But the debtor 
nations are in a position of being damned if they submit and damned if they don't. Peru is a 
perfect example. In 1986, saddled with a rising insurgency and basket-case economy after an 
infusion of over $16.7 billion, President Alan Garcia cut payments to foreign creditors to a mere 
dribble, denounced the IMF and boldly severed ties to it, but he failed to turn to the only course 
which could have saved his struggling country -- a genuine free market. 

The result has been total disintegration. Isolated from every source of funds and credit, 
reduced to a barter economy of impoverishment and suffering, Peru has been unable to contain 
the Communist revolutionary force called the Shining Path, which has now laid siege to the 
entire country. Three months ago Garcia was forced to capitulate. After "unveiling a new 
economic and financial program in Lima," Garcia began "a process of reconciliation" with the 
IMF, "repairing Peru's tattered relations with the international financial community." But it is 
probably too late. There is widespread expectation that Peru will fall to Communism at the polls 
in the coming election. 

Financing Communism 

But the horror story of what the Insiders are doing with our money does not end even 
here. In addition to pushing countries into Communism, the Insiders are also directly financing 
those countries that are already Communist. The Soviet bloc, which is in fact an integrated 
economic system run from Moscow, has racked up $127 billion in hard currency debt, surpassing 
even Brazil. Much of this largesse is IMF money channeled through Poland, Hungary, and 
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Romania, the three Communist bloc countries that belong to the Fund. The West is currently 
supplying the Soviet bloc $1 billion every month in new loans. The Soviet Union alone has been 
kept afloat with over $45 billion from Free World commercial banks and governments. But this 
will soon look like peanuts when the Soviets are admitted to membership in the IMF and World 
Bank. 


A move is afoot to do just this: Numerous signals have surfaced in Washington, Ronald 
Reagan announced his support before leaving office, Mikhail Gorbachev wants in. The Soviets, 
of course, badly need money; things are not going well financially for their empire. The brutal 
subjugation of Afghanistan, Angola, Nicaragua, and Vietnam has been costly; the on-going 
subversion of Namibia and South Africa is expensive; the inhuman regimes of Cuba, 
Mozambique, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Ethiopia, and the Congo have to be kept afloat by Soviet 
subsidies; the peoples of the captive Baltic states are seething against Soviet tyranny and must be 
kept down. The Soviet economy is more of a shambles than ever. Fortunately for Gorbachev, the 
IMF and World Bank will soon be on hand to help with our money. 

The World Bank, however, has not been sitting around waiting for the Soviet Union to 
become a member. Its handouts of our money to Communist regimes increased sharply during 
the 1980s; today, the second largest recipient is Communist China, at $5 billion with no interest. 
Others being kept afloat are: Yugoslavia, $4.7 billion; Romania, $2.2 billion; Hungary, $1.3 
billion; Poland, $50 million; Mozambique, $165 million; Ethiopia, $104 million; and Laos 
(which still holds American soldiers captive), $415 million. 

Returning to the commercial banks: How genuine is the ongoing "debt crisis"? Were the banks 
and our entire financial structure ever in danger of collapse, as claimed by Federal Reserve 
Chairman Paul Volcker (CFR) in this statement to Congress: 

The threat of default by foreign governments on their loans to our banks poses a threat to 

the recovery, the jobs, and the prosperity of our own country, a threat essentially 

without parallel in the post war period. 

There is not a shred of truth in this statement. As Paul Craig Roberts, former Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury (his tenure was brief as he was not a member of the CFR) has 
explained, the "debt crisis" atmosphere was manufactured in order to force Congress to pass the 
$8.4 billion IMF quota increase of 1983, to which there was considerable resistance. But the 
alternative to approving the increase was not collapse, as no one knew better than Paul Volcker. 
According to Roberts, if there had been a genuine intention of reducing the debt to manageable 
proportions, the loans could have been sold at a discount on the secondary market, or the banks 
could have been required to write down part of their value to what they could reasonably expect 
to collect. But this would have decreased profits and management bonuses; more important, this 
was not the plan. 

The real purpose of the IMF increase was indirectly to bail out the banks at 100 percent 
on the dollar with taxpayer money. In fact, we taxpayers have been indirectly bailing out the 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


banks ever since, a fact disguised by the recycling of the money through the debtor nations. But 
the debtor nations, far from getting off the hook, are only sinking deeper into debt. The trick 
works like this: IMF "debt relief" packages require recipient countries to accept new commercial 
bank loans; or, put another way, banks will not lend without an IMF deal in place. Thus, the 
banks are not only assured that money is on hand for interest payments, but are also put into a 
position to lend even more. The ratio at which this is being done, according to former Secretary 
of the Treasury Donald Regan (CFR), is $4.30 for every dollar in IMF loans. Thus, when the 
IMF transfers $8.4 billion of our tax dollars, $44.5 billion ($8.4 billion + (4.3 x $8.4 billion) is 
being drained from our capital market and made unavailable for our own purposes. 

For example, the $5.2 billion in new loans recently provided to Brazil by Citicorp's 
William R. Rhodes (CFR) "allowed" the IMF to disburse $1.4 billion to that country. (The Wall 
Street Journal, August 19, 1988) 

Baker Plan, or Banker Plan? 

The banks have not "written off" any loans, as is widely supposed. Their "exposure" has 
improved because they have built up "loan loss" reserves: that is, they have increased their 
capital so that the loans have fallen as a percentage of equity. Bank regulators have not only 
allowed banks to treat these reserves as part of primary capital but also have allowed them to 
carry their shaky loans at face value all along, a good indication that full profits will ultimately 
be realized. The banks not only are tied in with the IMF, but also with the World Bank through 
the much touted 1985 Baker plan. This phony "new conditionality" approach was simply another 
recycling scheme, calling on the Bank to supply new loans tied to promises of free market 
reforms. Promises in hand, the Bank then "persuaded" the commercial bankers to pour still more 
funds into these now "safe" countries, which then used the new Bank loans to pay interest on old 
commercial debt. 

In order to carry out its role in the Baker plan, the World Bank naturally needed more, 
much more, of our hard-earned dollars. It got them last fall, thanks to the Reagan Administration 
and in spite of the heroic efforts against the increase by Senators Steve Symms (R-ID) and Jesse 
Helms (R-NC). The opposition that existed in 1983 melted away; Senators Alan Simpson, Pete 
Domenici, Nancy Kassenbaum, Arlen Specter, and John Warner -- all of whom bucked 
enormous presidential pressure when they opposed the IMF increase in 1983 -- capitulated. They 
were joined by a Who's Who of the Republican right in the House: Jim Courter, Robert Dornan, 
Newt Gingrich, Henry Hyde, Robert Lagomarsino, Donald "Buz" Lukens, Guy VanderJagt, Don 
Young, and others. This one grant, part of a $74.8 billion general capital increase that has nearly 
doubled the size of the World Bank, has siphoned off $14 billion more of our dollars to be 
laundered through the Third World for the benefit of the Insiders' banks. 


Since the Baker plan, "debt management" schemes have included the Mexican debt-swap of 
1988. Publicized as a "miracle cure," this plan was orchestrated by the U.S. Treasury Department 
and J.P. Morgan, one of Mexico's biggest creditors at $5.4 billion. It enabled Mexico to swap 
new, 20-year Mexican bonds for a small portion of discounted existing bank loans. Although the 
old loans were not swapped at full face value, the advantage for the banks lay in the fact that the 
principle on the Mexican bonds is collateralized by a 20-year zero-coupon U.S. Treasury bond 
purchased by Mexico. Because zero-coupon bonds pay no interest until maturity, they require 
little money "up front"; the cost to Mexico was but a fraction of the bond's ultimate value. This 
means that 20 years from now U.S. taxpayers will be forking over billions of dollars in accrued 
interest, which will end up being paid to the banks now holding the Mexican bonds. 

The loan value (the discounted price) established by the debt swap, if applied to a bank's 
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remaining Mexican portfolio, would have forced the banks to admit to enormous losses. Enter 
the Securities and Exchange Commission. "There is no need," it said, "to bring the value of that 
portion of the debt not tendered (in the swap) down to its present value, even if such value is 
determinable." (Barron's, February 29, 1988) The banks thus were given a legal "safe harbor" 
for the "historic carrying values" for Third World debt. Furthermore, the smaller, regional 
non-CFR banks, which had much less exposure and could therefore afford a discount, were 
provided an exit, taking a tax write-off on their loss. Even the U.S. Treasury gained, temporarily; 
it found itself, mirabile dictu, borrowing from Mexico to the tune of $492 million (the price 
Mexico paid for the zero-coupon collateral). For this price, Mexico found itself $3.67 billion less 
in debt. The only losers, as usual, are the American taxpayers. 

Taxpayer-Guaranteed 

There is good reason to believe this scheme may surface again. An arresting "trial 
balloon" appeared in the Wall Street Journal for January 19, 1988, in an article by Jeffrey Sachs, 
Harvard economics professor, consultant to debtor nations, and member of the CFR. Sachs 
suggested that this wondrous scheme, requiring so little money "up front" (that is, to buy U.S. 
Treasury zero-coupon bonds, which pay off in the future), should be extended to all Third World 
nations to liquidate the debt: 

Only about $20 billion would be required to convert all of the $200 billion in bank loans 

of all of the world's problem-debtor governments. The World Bank and IMF 

could easily lend the debtor countries the $20 billion, or even $50 billion if 

necessary, if the result of such a policy provided a global solution to the debt 

crisis for more than 40 countries. As always, such loans should be conditioned on 

appropriate policy reforms. This lending, which could entail some U.S. taxpayer 

exposure in the event of default, would make an unparalleled contribution to 

economic growth in the developing world. 

Crass as this indirect approach is, it is almost subtle compared to the farce now being 
employed to maneuver us taxpayers into direct payoffs and guarantees to the banks. The first 
signal was given by James Robinson (CFR), Chairman of American Express Company, who 
called for an international agency funded by creditor governments to refinance private bank debt. 
His lead was followed by Japanese and French central bankers (members of the Trilateral 
Commission, an offshoot of the CFR), similarly calling for a central agency to guarantee interest 
on new loans. Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady (CFR) claimed to be "strongly opposed" to the 
idea, warning against plans that "appear to avoid transferring banks' debts to governments or 
public institutions but actually do so." Senator Bill Bradley (CFR) then weighed in with the 
suggestion that banks "voluntarily" reduce principal and interest payments. The bankers in turn 
declared they would "fight in court" any effort to force them to "forgive" Third World debt, 
vowing to make new loans only if granted "government or World Bank guarantees that principal 
and interest would be repaid on new loans or on whatever debt remains." 

The climate for the last phase of the move toward taxpayer-financed guarantees was created in 
March when IMF austerity measures provoked a violent uprising in Venezuela. Citing fears of 
"spreading Latin American political turmoil," the Bush Administration offered a "new debt plan" 
aimed at "reducing debt, not adding to it," in order to preserve the "fragile Latin democracies." 
Addressing the Bretton Woods Committee, Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady (CFR) managed 
to say in the same speech that he was intent on both "sparing the taxpayers" and "pursuing 
expanded loan guarantees by the World Bank and the IMF." 

The Treasury plan turned out to be a kissing cousin of the Robinson-Japanese-French 
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proposals previously rebuffed by Bush, Baker, and Greenspan. Instead of a new 
taxpayer-financed international agency, the World Bank and the IMF will pay off the banks, as 
they have been doing all along. Among other mechanisms, Secretary Brady called for "pools" of 
money that debtors could use for guarantees, plus granting debtors the "right" to use 25 percent 
of their IMF and World Bank loans to buy back their debt or guarantee their bonds in debt 
swaps. Emphasis was placed on accepting IMF "reforms" in order to qualify for the new "debt 
reduction packages." 

Although banks are being asked to write down an (unstated) portion of the old loans in 
return for guarantees, they are demanding various accounting and regulatory concessions to 
minimize any possible damage to their balance sheets. These include more liberal tax deductions 
for losses and reduction of loan-loss reserves. 

According to the Wall Street Journal of March 13, 1989, Senator Bill Bradley (CFR) 
commented: 

I'm pleased there was a shift in direction toward debt reduction. Now for that shift to be 

material to the debt problem, there has to be enough money. 

Financial Warriors 

For 40 years the public has been beguiled by the ludicrous contention that we must pay 
the Third World to turn to a free-market economy, a sensible system which costs nothing at all. 
Of course, a free market is hardly the Insiders’ objective: Their real objective of economic and 
social dissolution will result in larger and more automatic transfusions. As the World Bank's top 
lending officer recently stated: 

We must give deteriorating countries the assurance that capital will flow from abroad on 

a predictable and sustained basis to underwrite their growth and adjustment. (Wall 

Street Journal, December 9, 1988) 

Throughout history, totalitarians have tried to conquer the world, but always by force of 
arms. Today's Insider totalitarians have succeeded in making this kind of war obsolete. They are 
conquering the world with money -- our money. 


Getting Stuck on Tapes 

Let's be honest: Few of us moderns have the time, or think we have the time, to sit down 
and read all the books we should. Nevertheless, many of us do find the time to jog, or are forced 
to spend several hours each week commuting. These idle hours -- combined with fond memories 
of being read to as a child -- help explain why the books-on-tape industry has enjoyed such a 
tremendous boom in recent years. A visit to any bookseller will indicate that radios and reading 
are out and Walkman portable stereos and cassette tapes are in. 

Inspirational and motivational tapes are among the most popular on the market today. For 
example, Christianity Today magazine runs an excellent tape-of-the-month club called 
"Preaching Today." Each month subscribers are sent a 60-minute cassette featuring two of 
America's finest evangelical sermons. For the past ten years, the Bible on cassette tape has also 
enjoyed a wide listening audience. Today, the Bible is available in almost every major translation 
(from the KJV to the NIV). The Bible is even available in dramatized versions, and the 
soundtracks to various religious films are soon to be offered, as well. 

The Nightingale-Conant Corporation is the king of the motivational tape industry. 
Nightingale-Conant features an impressive catalog of tapes designed to help listeners develop 
positive mental attitudes, stop smoking, lose weight, relieve stress, increase reading speeds, 
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improve sales skills, manage their time, learn the art of negotiating, and master public speaking. 
These tapes feature insights from a wide range of famous motivational speakers, such as W. 
Clement Stone, Earl Nightingale, Zig Zigler, Norman Vincent Peale, and Dr. Wayne Dyer. 

Also on the tape market are some excellent abridged and unabridged readings from 
classic works of fiction and non-fiction. The mall bookstores are stocking a host of abridged 
books, including everything from Stephen King to Thomas Hardy to Kenneth Blanchard (author 
of the best-selling The One Minute Manager). In addition, many public libraries stock 
unabridged books on cassette. 

Audio Files 

Now, thanks to a company called Knowledge Products, a host of cassette tapes from the 
free market/classical liberal perspective are available for eager "tape-worms." The Knowledge 
Products saga started back in 1985 when entrepreneur O.C. Carmichael HI attended a CATO 
Institute seminar in Washington, DC at which libertarian scholar George Smith lectured on the 
American Revolution. After the lecture, Smith and Carmichael met to discuss the possibility of 
turning the lecture -- and others like it -- into a series of tapes edited by Smith. The final result 
was the excellent 24-tape series, "The Giants of Political Thought," which includes excerpts from 
the writings of Burke, Thoreau, Locke, Hobbes, Jefferson, Paine, Machiavelli, Madison, Jay, and 
Hamilton. 

Since this original success, Carmichael and Knowledge Products have produced four 
additional tape series: on the Constitution, Philosophy, the U.S. at War, and Great Economic 
Thinkers. 

Knowledge Products tapes are not direct, unabridged readings from entire books. Instead, 
writers and editors have woven together excerpts from major works, incorporating relevant 
historical and biographical tidbits. As a result, listening to a Knowledge Products audio cassette 
is akin to participating in an enlightened conversation or attending a seminar on free market 
perspectives. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


Economics: One Easy Lesson 


on Two Convenient Cassettes 

One of the most recent additions to the Knowledge Products line of classical liberal/free 
market audio tapes is a two-tape set based on Henry Hazlitt,s great book Economics in One 
Lesson. Hazlitt's book was first published in 1946 -- ten years after John Maynard Keynes' 
General Theory. Hazlitt's work is not a line-by-line refutation of Keynes' infamous 
interventionist diatribe; it is a popular frontal assault on the numerous fallacies contained in 
Keynesian and other interventionist forms of economic thought. 

Is Hazlitt's assault on interventionist fallacies still needed in the post-Reagan era? Hazlitt 
thinks so. In the introduction to Economics in One Lesson he noted that "this book is an analysis 
of economic fallacies that at last are so prevalent that they have become a new orthodoxy. There 
is not a major government in the world at this moment whose economic policies are not 
influenced, if they are not wholly determined, by acceptance of some of these fallacies." Keynes' 
ideas on inflationism, deficit spending to "stimulate the economy," government creation of 
"consumer demand," and international monetary policy gave the political establishment a 
powerful intellectual tool to rationalize its policies. 

Self-Made Economist 
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Hazlitt, whose book has sold over one million copies and has been translated into eight 
languages, had no formal training in economics. He got into the "dismal science" when he took a 
position as secretary to the managing editor of the Wall Street Journal in 1913. At the Journal 
Hazlitt began to study the stockmarket and to dig into theoretical economics. In a 1983 
interview, Hazlitt explained that "I picked up my economics not by taking any course in it but by 
reading economics books." Hazlitt began his education by reading the most widely used 
economics textbooks of the day. From there he branched out into classical economists (Adam 
Smith, Ricardo, Say, Bastiat) and socialists (Marx and Lenin). The three economists who most 
influenced Hazlitt were B.M. Anderson, Ludwig yon Mises, and Philip Wicksteed. 

In 1920 Hazlitt became Financial Editor of the New York Evening Mail. He later wrote 
for the New York Evening Post, the New York Times, Newsweek, National Review, The 
Freeman, and other publications. In addition, from 1916 to 1983, Hazlitt wrote 14 books, 
including a novel. His great popular work, Economics in One Lesson, is divided into three parts. 
Part one contains "The Lesson." Two applies the lesson to public policy. Part Three, added in 
1978, updates "the Lesson" after 30 years. 

Hazlitt begins Part One by discussing the inherent difficulties of economics. He notes that 
"these difficulties are multiplied a thousand-fold by a factor that is insignificant in say physics, 
mathematics, or medicine." That factor: "The special pleading of selfish interests." According to 
Hazlitt: 

While every group has certain economic interests identical with those of all groups, every 

group has also interests antagonistic to those of all other groups. While certain 

public policies would in the long run benefit everybody, other policies would 

benefit one group only at the expense of all other groups. The group that would 

benefit from such policies will argue for them plausibly and persistently. It will 

hire the best by able minds to devote their whole time to presenting its case, and it 

will finally either convince the general public that its case is sound or so befuddle 

it that clear thinking on the subject becomes next to impossible. 

Hazlitt hangs his entire case on one simple yet profound concept: 

The whole of economics can be reduced to a single lesson, and that lesson can be reduced 

to a single sentence. The art of economics consists in looking not merely at the 

immediate, but at the longer effects of any act or policy; it consists in tracing the 
consequences not merely for one group, but for all groups. 

In Part Two, Hazlitt applies his "lesson" to a number of economic situations -- minimum 
wage laws, unionism, farm credit, job creation, and the modern heresy of unlimited faith in 
government spending. Listeners will learn that free markets and Jaissez faire governments are 
preferable to controlled economies, and they will enjoy Hazlitt's ability to explain economics 
with both gentle humor and deep insights. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


EDUCATION 
NEA Exploits Tragedy 


Ed Foglia of California makes hay out of massacre 


The California Teacher's Association, the Golden State's affiliate of the National 
Education Association, has jumped on the raucous bandwagon calling for a complete ban on 
"assault rifles." Exploiting the tragic Cleveland Elementary School shooting in Stockton, CTA 
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President Ed Foglia, in advertisements in major newspapers throughout the state, blamed the 
massacre on the availability of firearms and urged all 208,000 CTA members and "every 
resident" of California to lobby the legislature in support of legislation to outlaw these 
"instruments of mass death." 

"What happened in Stockton was a massacre," said Foglia. "It was a massacre not 
because one deranged drifter chose to attack little children. It was a massacre because that 
madman had access to a military assault rifle. No other freely available weapon could have 
worked so much mayhem in so few moments." No, Mr. Foglia, it was a massacre made possible 
by the "liberal" politicians and judges -- whom the CTA/NEA supports -- who are responsible 
for Stockton murderer Patrick Edward Purdy being turned loose on society seven times rather 
than being incarcerated for his crimes. 

Foglia's hysterical tirade continued: "How many more children must die -- how many 
more Americans must die -- before we call an end to this insanity? No possible justification 
exists for permitting the unrestricted sales and possession of assault weapons ... Denying 
unstable and criminal minds the right to amuse themselves with military assault rifles is a small 
price to pay for preserving the life of even one child -- or the life of any human being." 

Evicting the Infidels 

In a move aimed at curtailing the liberal excesses of Catholic colleges and universities, 
the Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has published an oath of fidelity to all 
church teachings that must be taken by all professors of theology, as well as other officials, at 
Roman Catholic institutions of higher learning. 

Catholic Church law already required a "profession of faith" by theology professors, but 
in recent years it has been largely ignored. The new mandate, which entered into effect March 
Ist, was published just days before a District of Columbia court ruled against Fr. Charles Curran 
in his highly publicized lawsuit against Catholic University. Curran, a tenured professor of moral 
theology at Catholic University in Washington DC, came under censure from Rome in 1986 for 
challenging church teachings on abortion, divorce, homosexuality, premarital sex, contraception, 
and other matters. In the spring of 1987, he was suspended from teaching theology at Catholic 
University. 

Curran immediately filed a civil suit against the university, claiming that it had violated 
his contract. Fellow theologians, the American Association of University Professors, and the 
liberal media turned the rebellious priest's case into a cause célébre, and called for the revocation 
of the university's tax-exempt status. In ruling that should benefit all religious and private 
universities, the Superior Court for the District of Columbia rejected Curran's arguments and 
decided in favor of Catholic University's right to determine what may be taught in its theology 
classes. 

Together with the new oath of fidelity -- which is required for all presidents of Catholic 
universities and colleges, as well as professors at those institutions "who teach disciplines which 
deal with faith or morals" -- the Curran ruling should have a healthy moderating influence on 
Catholic colleges and universities that have been drifting ominously leftward for the past three 
decades. 

Buddy, Can You Spare A Dime? 

The Bank of America, Citibank, and institutional lenders are crying the blues over having 
to eat hundreds of millions of dollars in defaulted student loans, and have been calling on the 
U.S. Department of Education to bail them out. To his credit, Education Secretary Lauro F. 
Cavazos responded to the improvident bankers with a flat "No." 
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Faced with having to absorb some $575 million in bad loans in California alone, lenders 
may show more caution in writing new student loans. Student loan defaults do not normally 
present a problem for the banks since the loans are guaranteed by the Federal Government: In 
most cases, the Education Department reimburses the lenders if they have made an effort to 
collect. Thus protected against virtually all risk, the banks have grown very sloppy in their loan 
writing. 

The California loan problem centers on United Education & Software, a collection 
company that failed to follow federal guidelines in collecting $575 million in student loans. The 
loans, which were originally made by many different banks, were bought by the California 
Student Loan Finance Corporation, which sold bonds to finance purchase of the loans. The 
finance corporation then hired Citibank and several Japanese banks to guarantee the bond 
purchases. These banks, in turn, hired Bank of America to oversee the entire deal. United 
Education & Software was hired to collect on the loans. 

Now the house of cards has collapsed. The lenders and their friends in Congress are 
continuing to press for a bailout. The banks should shoulder the responsibility for the bad loans, 
and the Federal Government should get out of the student loan business so that we do not 
experience more massive defaults. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


FREE ENTERPRISE Running 
Aground on Regulations 


For 16 years environmentalists have predicted it, and now, due to "corporate 
irresponsibility and oil industry reneging" (if the press reports are to be believed), it has 
happened. Within days of the tenth anniversary of the Three Mile Island incident, the Exxon 
Corporation oil tanker Valdez ran aground on Bligh Reef in the frigid waters of Prince William 
Sound. Within hours, more than 240,000 barrels of crude oil spilled into the water. 

Who is to blame for this disaster? Environmentalists, the establishment media, and many 
politicians would have us believe that the fault lies entirely with Exxon and the "greedy" oil 
industry. However, the facts reveal a different story. 

The Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act of 1973 required the Secretary of the 
Interior and other federal officials to "protect the public interest" and to take all "necessary 
actions" to assure proper operation and maintenance of the pipeline. To accomplish this, 
Congress permitted the formation of the Alaska Pipeline Service Company (Alyeska). Alyeska is 
an eight-company consortium (including Exxon) that runs the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and the port 
of Valdez. Alyeska is heavily regulated and controlled by both Federal and state governments. 

This link to government is where problems began to develop. To save money, the state of 
Alaska cut the budget of the watchdog agency that monitors Alyeska's safety and cleanup 
procedures. In addition, the Federal Government has made numerous changes in its regulations. 
For example, to allay citizen concerns, Federal officials promised in the early 1970s that the 
tanker fleet operating out of the port of Valdez would be required to have double-lined bottoms 
and protective ballast tanks. By 1977, the Coast Guard had dropped this safety regulation; as a 
result, the Exxon Valdez was not equipped with this safety feature. 

The Clean Water Act of 1972 gave the Coast Guard the responsibility for monitoring and 
developing plans for spill containment. Yet, due to budget cuts and other bureaucratic problems, 
the Coast Guard's closest oil clean-up ships are in San Francisco-more than 2,000 miles from the 
port of Valdez. 
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In an effort to dodge icebergs in the area, the third mate guiding the ship through the tight 
Prince William Sound passage asked the Coast Guard station at Valdez for permission to switch 
from the normal route taken by outgoing ships to the one used by incoming ships. Coast Guard 
traffic controllers approved the move; they then lost contact with the tanker. It seems that two 
years ago, in an effort to save $3.8 million over a ten-year period, the Coast Guard replaced their 
110,000-watt radar system with one that operates at approximately half the power. With the old 
radar system, they could have contacted the Va/dez and warned that it was about to ram into 
Bligh Reef. 

Rather than protecting the public, environmental regulation enables the regulated industry 
to escape the full brunt of the financial responsibility and liability. By law, in this case, liability 
is limited to only $100 million for clean-up costs and unspecified damages. 

It should also be remembered that the Valdez disaster was a shipping accident, not a 
drilling or production accident. The entire disaster could have been avoided if the original plans 
to construct a pipeline through Canada directly into the lower 48 states had been followed. 
Unfortunately, during the early 1970s, environmental activists in both the U.S. and Canada were 
able to use their political clout to block construction. As a result, a "compromise" pipeline had to 
be constructed from the north slope to Valdez in southern Alaska, where the oil had to be loaded 
onto tankers and then shipped either to the contiguous 48 states or to other markets. In addition 
to being costly, the additional handling increases the risk of this type of incident. 

Given the risks involved, the oil industry has until now done an amazing job of moving 
oil to the lower 48 states. According to the American Petroleum Institute, over 9,000 tanker trips 
-- carrying six billion barrels of oil -- have been made without incident from the port of Valdez 
since the pipeline opened on July 28, 1977. 

The Three Mile Island incident produced a flood of regulations and restrictions that 
stifled the nuclear power industry in America. The neo-Luddites and the radical 
environmentalists are certain to exploit this disaster for a similar anti-oil exploration propaganda 
campaign. The spill might also endanger oil industry efforts to win Congressional approval of 
exploration in Alaska's Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR). Experts believe that there 
could be as many as 3.2 billion barrels of oil in the ANWR, with the potential for three times 
that. A find of this magnitude could generate one million barrels a day for the next 30 years. 

Ed Rothschild, a consumer activist who heads the Citizen-Labor Energy Coalition, 
recently stated that, "in the same way that Three Mile Island dealt a blow to the nuclear industry 
in its efforts to expand the use of nuclear power in the U.S., I think it's the same way here with 
ANWR." No wonder, then, that Chevron economist Thomas Burns concluded that "this accident 
couldn't have come at a worse time." 

The Exxon Valdez accident is indeed a tragedy. Alaska's wilderness is a priceless national 
treasure; yet, at the same time, the American economy needs Alaskan oil. Alaska currently 
pumps about two million barrels of oil a day -- 25 percent of the nation's total oil production. The 
state has proven reserves of 7.3 billion barrels. Even with Alaskan oil, oil imports rose 16.2 
percent last year while crude oil production declined by four percent. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


Lionizing Lenin 
ITEM: /n the April 3rd U.S. News & World Report, the following caption appeared 
under a picture of Lenin overlooking Red Square: "A father's eyes. Lenin looks out over 
Moscow's Red Square, its tranquillity on a winter night belying the storm of change that 
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envelops the nation he founded 72 years ago." 

CORRECTION: Portraying Lenin as the father of his country doesn't quite convey what 
really happened in Russia in 1917. For the record, the weak and ineffectual Tsar Nicholas 
abdicated in March of that year and was replaced by a succession of coalition governments that 
included socialists and non-socialists. The last of these provisional governments was formed in 
July under the leadership of Alexander Kerensky, who was toppled by Lenin's Bolshevik forces 
in November. 

Lenin permitted free elections later that month for a Constituent Assembly, but, when the 
Bolsheviks got only about 25 percent of the 26 million votes cast, he merely abolished the 
Assembly. To those who complained to Lenin in the name of Russia, he replied: "I spit on 
Russia. This is merely one phase through which we must pass on the way to a world revolution." 

Abortion Myth and Reality 

ITEM: Writing about the morality of abortion in the April Washington Monthly, Jason 
DeParle said: "Right or wrong, abortion helps further values that liberals and progressives 
generally hold in esteem. Among them is public health. Even those with qualms about abortion 
tend to back the legal right, if for no other reason than to stem the mutilation that a return to 
back alleys would surely entail." 

CORRECTION: One of the favorite ploys of the pro-abortion forces is to raise the 
specter of women dying in the back alleys of the land if abortion should ever be made illegal 
again. The facts suggest otherwise. In 1972, the last year before abortion was legalized in all 50 
states, only 39 women died from illegal abortions. Each death was a tragedy, to be sure, but 
many more than 39 women have died since then from so-called safe, legal abortions. 

If Mr. DeParle were sincerely concerned about stemming the mutilation, he would surely 
oppose the horrible mutilation inflicted on more than 1.5 million unborn babies each year since 
1973. 

Hoover vs. Robeson 

ITEM: To the question "Why did J. Edgar Hoover hate Paul Robeson and keep him 
under constant surveillance by the FBI?" the April 9th issue of Parade Magazine replied: "J. 
Edgar Hoover was a bigot who disliked Paul Robeson (1898-1976) primarily because he was a 
gifted black who'd been an all-American football player and a member of Phi Beta Kappa at 
Rutgers .... He did serve, however, as an apologist for the post-World War H policies of the 
Soviet Union, which Hoover believed was reason enough to keep him under close surveillance. 
Robeson was never a member of the Communist Party, although Hoover regarded him as the 
equivalent." 

CORRECTION: If J. Edgar Hoover's legitimate concern about a black Communist 
makes him a bigot, what does his concern about white Communists make him? It wasn't black or 
white that worried Mr. Hoover; it was Red. And Paul Robeson was as Red as they come. His 
well-publicized infatuation with the Soviet Union began in 1934 and lasted for decades. If there 
was a Communist front he didn't join, or a Communist cause he neglected to champion, it was 
surely just an oversight. As for Robeson's Communist Party membership, listen to the 1949 
testimony of Manning Johnson, a black member of the party from 1930 to 1940: 

During the time I was a member of the Communist Party, Paul Robeson was a member of 

the Communist Party. Paul Robeson, to my knowledge, has been a member of the 

Communist Party for many years. In the Negro commission of the national 

committee of the Communist Party we were told, under threat of expulsion, never 

to reveal that Paul Robeson was a member of the Communist Party because Paul 
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Robeson's assignment was highly confidential and secret .... Paul's assignment 

was to work among the intellectuals, the professionals, and artists that the party 

was seeking to penetrate and influence along Communist lines. 

One-World Conservatives 

ITEM: The banner headline in the April 3rd Wall Street Journal read: "New 
'One-Worlders' Are Conservatives." The story explained that while it used to be "fashionable to 
label as 'one-worlders' radical socialists who believed that national governments were an 
anachronism and that the peoples of the world would one day unite under a single workers’ 
state, some new ' one-worlders' have emerged -- conservatives, this time. They are the 
economists and academics who believe that in a global economy, with goods and especially 
capital surging across political borders, the economic fortunes of individual countries aren't 
important anymore. It's all one big market, they contend, so why worry about it?" 

CORRECTION: Any person who expresses enthusiasm for a one-world economy is 
certainly no conservative. True conservatives recognize the dangers to our freedom and our 
sovereignty from a one-world economy, or a one-world political or military structure. George 
Washington had it right in 1796 when he cautioned the American people "to steer clear of 
permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world." 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


AMERICAN HERO The 
Ultimate Victim of Censorship 


Forty years ago, at 2:00 AM on May 22nd, James Vincent Forrestal, our first Secretary of 
Defense, plunged to his death at the U.S. Naval Hospital in Bethesda, Maryland. Without benefit 
of investigation, autopsy, or inquest -- and in spite of the fact that his bathrobe cord was knotted 
tightly around his neck -- hospital authorities immediately announced that Forrestal had taken his 
own life. With no supporting evidence, the Montgomery County coroner conveniently dismissed 
the death with a routine certification of suicide. 

Who was James Forrestal? What actions of his would have placed his life in danger? 
Who would have benefitted from his death? For a number of years these questions remained 
unanswered. Although many were aware of a cover-up, the subject was considered too 
dangerous to handle. Then, in 1955, author Cornell Simpson pieced together a detailed account 
of what had actually happened. But the scheduled publisher changed his mind at the last 
moment, and Simpson's manuscript remained in limbo until 1966 when it was published by 
Western Islands as The Death of James Forrestal; the material that follows is largely taken from 
this courageous and chilling book. 

Reluctant Insider 

To all appearances, Forrestal was a member of the inner group of Establishment Insiders 
which had a stranglehold on government policy during the Roosevelt and Truman 
administrations. In 1940, with war clouds looming, he accepted Roosevelt's invitation to become 
Under Secretary of the Navy; in 1944 he became Secretary of the Navy; and in 1947, after the 
consolidation of the services, Truman appointed him our first Secretary of Defense. At the end of 
March 1949, Truman fired him. Seven weeks later he was dead. 

Appearances can be deceiving. A look behind the bald facts of Forrestal's career in the 
far-left administrations of the 1940s reveals an extraordinary drama of human courage and 
integrity. These were the days of the notorious Ware, Silvermaster, and Perlo Communist cells, 
whose numerous members penetrated dozens of government departments. And seeming to 
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advance objectives consistent with those of the Communists were members of David 
Rockefeller's Council on Foreign Relations such as W. Averell Harriman (Ambassador to the 
Soviet Union), General George C. Marshall (Secretary of State), and Henry Wallace (Secretary 
of Commerce). 

These were the men whose policies of appeasement and capitulation to Communism 
James Forrestal did all in his power to thwart. In spite of his unceasing opposition to their 
policies, Forrestal was, up until 1949, a threat that the powerfully entrenched Insiders could 
contain. 

Tragically, Forrestal was unable to stop Roosevelt, Marshall, and Truman from betraying 
China to the Soviets. It was at Yalta that Marshall stood at Roosevelt's elbow, submitting false 
intelligence reports and suppressing the truth that a defeated Japan was already eager for peace. 
With Japan ready to surrender, Forrestal moved quickly with a plan to end the war. There would 
have been no battle of Okinawa and no atom bombs. But Marshall scuttled Forrestal's plan by 
stalling the peace proposals until the Soviets had time to bring their divisions into Manchuria. 
Forrestal could do nothing against Marshall's power to pull out our armed forces, embargo all 
further U.S. aid, and ram a Communist coalition government down Chiang's throat. 

One of Forrestal's rare victories came about because Marshall was absent in the Far East 
manipulating the sellout of China. In 1947, Greece and Turkey, deserted by the exhausted 
British, were about to fall to internal Communist subversion. To anyone familiar with the fact 
that the "Truman Doctrine" of massive military aid saved Greece and Turkey from a Communist 
takeover, it must seem strange that Truman would have made a move so incompatible with his 
administration's usual pattern. The truth is that the plan was James Forrestal's. 

At home, Forrestal opposed the unification of the armed services under a single civilian 
secretary and a single military Chief of Staff. Immediately seeing this as a move to seize 
centralized control over our military establishment, Forrestal fought long and hard against the 
concept, which had originated with Marshall. Our no-win stand-off in Korea, the bizarre capture 
of the U.S.S. Pueblo, our coddling of Cuba, our tragedy in Lebanon, our inability to handle 
Nicaragua -- all bespeak the Pentagon's policy of studied impotence against Communism. 

Who Controls the Bomb? 

The battle that finally brought things to a head for Forrestal began with the Berlin crisis 
of 1948. Thanks to Truman's frantic demobilization after the war, our only credible military 
threat was the atom bomb, deliverable by B-29 bombers. But the bomb was in the custody of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, headed by Insider David Lilienthal, whose close confidant was 
Communist sympathizer J. Robert Oppenheimer. Forrestal requested that Truman transfer 
custody of the bomb to the military. Truman, manipulated in turn by Insider Clark Clifford, 
refused. It should be understood that whoever controls the bomb is the military. Civilian control 
obviously guarantees Insider ability to deny military victories to our fighting men; this is one of 
the pivotal decisions of modern military history. 

There now began a long and merciless crusade to remove Forrestal from office, to drive 
him crazy if possible, to undermine his mental stability so that he would destroy himself or be 
destroyed. A contributing factor in this effort was a campaign deal between Truman and Louis 
Johnson, who had his heart set on Forrestal's post. Truman's 1948 presidential aspirations seemed 
hopeless; Dixiecrats were dropping away and the Communists had set up the Progressive Party 
with Henry Wallace as their candidate. Johnson, counsel for Consolidated Vultee Aircraft 
Company, raised $1.5 million as a quid pro quo; a "leak" from the White House revealed that 
Truman was planning shortly to fire Forrestal. Ten days later the Communist Progressive Party 
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withdrew its congressional candidates wherever they opposed Truman Democrats; Wallace 
himself curtailed his campaign. It is estimated that this unprecedented maneuver threw more than 
one million Communist and radical-left votes to Truman; the rest is history. Not only does this 
amazing event demonstrate the close collaboration of the Insiders and the Communists, but it 
also reveals the great importance that both groups had attached to Forrestal's dismissal. 

But Truman did not remove Forrestal immediately after his inauguration. Instead, a 
vicious smear campaign originating in the Communist Daily Worker was picked up by Drew 
Pearson and spread through the media. Forrestal was called an alcoholic (although the most 
ascetic of men), anti-Semitic, fascist, and especially "mentally unstable." His warnings about 
Communism were called the "hallucinations of a deranged mind." Pearson claimed that Forrestal 
had tried four times to kill himself, a statement that would allay public suspicion later on. 
Forrestal was spied upon in his office, his phone was tapped, and he was followed about so that 
America's enemies, within and without, could get information on how much Forrestal knew, who 
his anti-Communist associates were, and what his next move might be -- and, undoubtedly, to 
harass and intimidate him into a nervous breakdown or suicide. 

On March 1, 1949 Truman made his move: He fired Forrestal and gave him until April 
Ist to leave. However, on March 28th, without any warning, Forrestal was prematurely ousted on 
White House orders in a crude, insulting manner. This tactic gave him no time to remove his 
personal papers, especially his all-important diary, from his office. The strange events that 
immediately followed are still shrouded in mystery. The public was told that a "distraught" 
Forrestal had "accepted" the use of an Air Force plane (although he was no longer entitled to 
one) to take him to Florida for a "rest" at the home of Insider Robert Lovett, Under Secretary of 
State and a former partner in Brown Brothers, Harriman, Averell Harriman's international 
banking firm. Two days later, Lovett phoned the White House to report that Forrestal had had a 
complete mental breakdown. Although Forrestal was no longer in the employ of the government 
and the government had no authority over him, the White House immediately ordered Dr. 
George Raines, head psychiatrist at Bethesda, to fly to Florida and return with Forrestal. 

Suicidal Thoughts Encouraged 

There followed weeks of treatment such as would be given only an advanced mental 
case: one week on heavy sedatives, four weeks of subshock insulin treatment, daily 
psychotherapy sessions in which the subject of suicide was constantly brought up. Henry 
Forrestal, after threats of legal action against the hospital, finally was allowed to visit his brother 
briefly; he found him quite sane and speaking intelligently. Monsignor Sheehy, one of the 
confidants Forrestal sent to Italy against the Communists, tried seven times to see Forrestal but 
was never allowed to do so. 

Forrestal was, however, visited by Truman. At this time, Forrestal may have learned that 
his diaries had been seized without his consent and impounded in the White House. Consisting of 
over 3000 pages, this first-hand account named names and chronicled the sedition that had 
occurred during the preceding decade. Forrestal had also let it be known he intended to start a 
newspaper. 

Although Forrestal unerringly deciphered every anti-American move of the Insiders, we 
do not know how clearly he realized the extent of their formal organization in the Council on 
Foreign Relations, because his diaries were held in the White House for over a year and 
extensively gutted. They were then given to the Department of Defense and sanitized again. 
Finally, they were sold to the pro-Communist New York Herald Tribune, whose chief editorial 
writer, Walter Millis, edited them for publication in book form. Touted as "the most revealing 
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public document of our time," The Forrestal Diaries is highly fraudulent and filled with Millis's 
own background material and personal interpretation. The actual purpose of the book was to give 
credibility to the story of Forrestal's suicide and to conceal his true activities from the public; 
there is virtually no mention of his anti-Communism in its 555 pages. 

But Forrestal was never to know any of this. Although the windows in his room were 
securely locked, he was encouraged to go across the hall to a small kitchen for snacks whenever 
he wished. In this kitchen was a window, easily opened, beneath which stood a small radiator not 
even reaching to the sill. Hospital authorities suggested that Forrestal tied one end of his 
bathrobe cord to this radiator, then tied the other end around his neck and climbed out the 
window in an effort to hang himself outside. The cord broke and he plunged thirteen stories to a 
projecting roof. No one was ever allowed to inspect the cord. The radiator showed no sign of 
having been touched, although there were dark scuffle marks on the outside of the building, just 
below the kitchen window. 

Whether Forrestal was killed by agents planted inside the hospital, or by assassins who 
entered the hospital undetected, it is certain that James Forrestal died for his country as truly as if 
he had been killed on the field of battle. When the truth of his life and death has been told to the 
nation, James Forrestal will be honored as one of our country's most outstanding warriors against 
Communism and the Insiders infecting the heart of our government. 

-- JANE H. INGRAHAM 


WHAT NEXT? Larry, Moe, 
Curly and Bernstein 
By Erik A. Johnson 

One of the nice things about being on the staff of a magazine is that you can wait until the 
last minute (or, in many cases, until a few days after the last minute) to turn in your work ... and 
then explain away your procrastination as "sensitivity to timeliness." Since THE NEW 
AMERICAN is a bi-weekly, news can get stale waiting for the mags to come back from the 
printer, so it makes sense to wait as long as possible before going to press. 

For example, had I met my deadline and finished this column three or four days ago, I 
would have saved myself a case of deadline dizziness, sure -- but I wouldn't have been able to 
treat most of the following timely topics, nor tell you about this great old Three Stooges episode 
I just saw. 

Three Stooges? 

I fretted and flip-flopped and furrowed my brow for days over what to say in my first 
column. On the Saturday morning before the Tuesday deadline, I was poking away at my 
Macintosh keyboard, getting nowhere, so I decided to take a breather; I switched on my little TV 
and scanned the channels. As soon as I heard the comedic insults and cheap finger-in-your-face 
sound effects, I knew I had hit on one of my favorite shows -- either C-SPAN's coverage of 
Congressional proceedings or an old Three Stooges flick. It took a few minutes to determine that 
it was the latter. 

Then, upon closer examination, I decided it was both. Larry, Moe, and Curly were 
delegates to a political convention who had sold their votes to a crooked candidate. But when 
they became enamored of a well-spoken, well-intentioned populist darkhorse, Moe wrote and 
delivered a nominating speech for the guy. 

The story line, which was as insubstantive as any Stooges screenplay. But Moe's 
passionate, populist speech -- that stuck with me. And I am convinced that the course of the 
Democratic Party over the past 40 years was determined by his profound pronouncements in that 
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faded two-reeler: 

We want land reform, we want tax reform, and all we get is chloroform! Remember: 

Washington freed the country, Lincoln freed the slaves, and our candidate will 

free the working man from work. Here's to the two-hour work week! 

This particular pitch, recognized as absurd and preposterous not too many years ago, 
would play pretty well today -- especially in Pat Schroeder's house, or at a Kennedy pool party, 
or from Jesse Jackson's soapbox (which, of course, he folds up and carries in his pocket at all 
times). Since they have managed to convince a frightful number of Americans that housing and 
jobs are naturally-occurring commodities to be distributed by the state, today's meddlesome pols 
would probably dispense with the two-hour requirement and add a list of more contemporary 
rights and entitlements: stereos, free video rentals, a new BMW, and some sharp new threads. 
Why shouldn't everyone have clothes as nice as Vanna White and Ed Asner have? (When the 
Vanna-and-Ed rumors start flying, remember you saw it here first.) 

Bernsteinism 

Switch gears with me now, from the comically sublime to the seriously ridiculous: Carl 
Bernstein and his new book, Loyalties. 

As reported in this magazine recently, Carl recounts in the book the tale of his father's 
"anti-McCarthy" crusade. Dad, of course, was a Communist lawyer who represented numerous 
government employees suspected of treasonous activities. 

Anyway, Dad told Carl that Joseph McCarthy was right, that "the system was loaded with 
Communists." I happened to catch Carl plugging his tome on Larry King Live recently, and this 
particular revelation was discussed. Rather, it was dismissed; it was a perfect example of how 
leftists modify their lies and excuses to paint over emerging truths. 

Bernstein -- now considered a distinguished journalist because his hair is gray -- 
cavalierly ignored 35 years of calumnies when he acknowledged his father's statement. 
Remember, the liberal line has been that McCarthy was a crazy drunk who saw Reds under his 
bed and slandered thousands of people. Now that the late Senator's charges are being verified -- 
by sworn enemies, no less -- there is need for another excuse. 

So Carl admitted these suspects were Communists; but he added that, in the 1950s, they 
"were the people who believed in the Constitution in this country, not J. Edgar Hoover." Oh. I 
see. And Stalin was Santa Claus. 

Larry let it go without a comment, and the callers he put on the air apparently wanted to 
gossip about Deep Throat and Bob Woodward and Dustin's portrayal of Carl in All the 
President's Men, rather than confront this demagogic dunderhead on his carefree handling of 
history. 

Call it "Bernsteinism" -- a process by which myths metamorphose to continue 
camouflaging the truth, with no apologies for vilification or libel. Keep up the good work, Carl, 
and your name might end up in the dictionary, too. Maybe you'll really excel and master the 
even-more-amazing style of your former partner, Bob Woodward, founder of the Prove-I-Didn't 
School of Journalism. ("Sure, I interviewed Dante in the Third Circle of Hell. Prove I didn't.") 

That's My Style 

Here's how I intend to crank out this column every month: I'm going to wait until the last 
minute (just to be timely, of course), watch the chowderheads on Oprah or Donahue or Larry 
King Live or CBS News ... then catch a few minutes of the Three Stooges to put it all in 
perspective. What a job, eh? 
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